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Holy Communion in Hawaii 


SPEER STRAHAN 
Reprinted from THe CoMMONWEAL 


AR in the distance rose eternal mountains of green 

jade, here on the dusty moor the breeze from the 
grey Pacific was blowing almost a gale, as some thirty 
young soldiers, bronzed and dusty, knelt in a circle to 
receive Holy Communion. And as they knelt there in 
mid-afternoon, in far off Washington, Congress was 
declaring war. Yesterday there had been dead men 
stretched upon these fields, others now lay dying in 
hospitals. To be forewarned was to be forearmed; 
therefore the chaplain went about ceaselessly hearing 
confessions and giving Holy Communion, visiting 
little groups by the road-side, penetrating thickets 
where men were guarding or preparing gun positions, 
or making his way to distant positions along desolate 
shore-lines so wildly beautiful they would make Holly- 
wood gasp with delight. “Wyd was his Parisshe,” and 
the men far asonder. He was learning what it meant 
to be a “good shepherd,” yet after all, this was only 
the plain, ordinary duty of a priest. For who could tell 
when death might again appear in the sudden skies, or 
over the rim of this peaceful light-filled ocean? 


1 















































HoLy COMMUNION IN HAWAII 





So this one group, of many, had come to confession, 
leaning against the trunk of a low sweeping tree. As 
many national strains almost as there were men, might 
be seen among them, Germans from Ohio, Poles from 
Pottstown, Weehawken and South Bend, a quiet, dark 
Frenchman from Louisiana, a Hungarian from the 
shadow of the George Washington Bridge, Ukrainians 
from the coal regions, a Catholic Chinese from San 
Francisco, and (you will meet them for their spirit 
has filled the whole earth) accents authentic of Flat- 
bush or the Sunnyside yards. Feeling that the length- 
ening line of penitents might prove wearisome to those 
who had already finished their confessions, for not all 
soldiers are filled with heroic patience, the priest did 
his best to hurry. But they would not be hurried, this 
might be their last confession. Therefore it was mid- 
afternoon before the last of the long line had been 
heard. - 

Next the Blessed Sacrament was brought from the 
chaplain’s car, not in an ordinary pyx, but in a parish 
ciborium. The men formed naturally, and all knelt 
down. One of their number began, and all joined in 
the acts of Faith, Hope and Love. Then, the Latin 
prayers said, the priest went down the line, placing the 
Living Bread upon the tongue of each, and as he did 
so, it seemed to him that until now he had never under- 
stood why the Church said custodiat animam tuam in 
vitam aeternam. What better guard than Christ! Then 
communion being done, the men recited the Our Father 
and the Hail Mary together, pausing slightly after 
every phrase, as if to make it a more intimate part of 
their consciousness. Then the priest lifted the ciborium 
with its Sacred Weight, blessing them solemnly and 
silently with It, before returning to the car. 

Afterward he came back to shake hands, to inquire 
their names and home towns (what man is not flattered 
when by chance you know something of his home 
town!) and they were names as fragrant of the rich 
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and varied racial strains of this our America, as a vat 
is spicy with remembered vineyards. “Father, will 
you write my mother a line, here is her address, and 
please tell her I made my confession, and went to Holy 
Communion?” “Father, will you do that for me too?” 
“Father, have you a medal?” “Father, will you send 
a money order home for me? They need it, and I’ve 
helped them so long, I wouldn’t want to disappoint 
them now.” “Father, when will you come and hear our 
confessions again?” And a late comer, making his 
way through the little crowd, “Father, I missed out. 
Would you mind hearing my confession, please?” Be- 
fore they returned to their work they stood there, in 
little knots, not so much talking as communing with 
one another, and with the Lord Whom they had re- 
ceived. One thought what a fair image of the Mystical 
Body this small group was, and the words of Saint Paul 
came back to him, “The bread which we break, is it 
not fellowship in the body of Christ.” 

How many others had come those dark, sad days, 
“asking the body of Jesus.” One gave Communion in 
the chapel at night, with neither bell nor candle-light 
to men going on guard in lonely, dangerous positions. 
Another morning the entire Catholic contingent of an 
outfit, some forty in number, received Holy Com- 
munion together, and at their head was their battery 
commander, a brilliant young West Pointer, a Pole 
from the Middle West, who knelt with as simple a 
faith as any private soldier, facing the great mess- 
table, upon which a white cloth had been spread, and 
where between lighted candles rested the Bread of 
Angels. 

In another place one heard confessions on a railroad 
track for an hour and a half by the clock. Again, along 
a stretch of lovely sea coast the men were busy at what 
these dark ages call a bomb shelter. After the Catholic 
boys had received Holy Communion and gone and after 
the Protestant lads had been given Testaments and the 
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priest was preparing to leave, there came a young ser- 
geant, one of the “spring lambs,” as priests say. When 
at length he had received, and the priest was blessing 
him with the ciborium, he saw that the boy was fighting 
to keep back the tears. When it was over, the soldier 
rose, and as the priest turned away, he leaned over 
the wall of sand bags toward the sea, and burst into 
a happy sobbing that nothing could control. Wherever 
one went, it was always the same. They laid aside 
their rifles, or stopped their work. One of them went 
to call the other Catholic boys in the neighborhood. 
A few moments later they were all kneeling, again in 
that circle that somehow made one think of the Host 
itself. 

One doesn’t know the meaning of gratitude who 
hasn’t heard the thanks of these men, who hasn’t seen 
their faces shine with a new light after receiving Our 
Lord. During all this time, among some four hundred 
confessions heard and communions given, only one 
man flatly refused to confess. 

But this reverse was somewhat balanced by the Jew- 
ish boy who asked for a prayer-book, and the Greek and 
Russian Orthodox lads who wanted to approach the 
holy table with their Roman comrades. 

But why go on? Why mention the one youngster in 
the hospital, frightfully burned, yet who in the agony 
of his pain kept trying, trying to join his bandaged 
hands in an attitude of devotion, as the priest prepared 
to place the Host upon his tongue. Or the soldier (little 
more than a boy) who begged, “Father, let me go to 
Communion tomorrow, it’s my birthday.” And next 
morning, fresh from Holy Communion, he was wheeled 
into the operating room for what seemed only a slight 
ordeal, yet he died upon the table, and the priest, hur- 
riedly summoned, had just time to anoint him with 
the single unction upon the forehead, as he breathed 
his last. And as he lay peaceful in death, “breast to 
breast with God,” one noticed on his left shoulder 
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there was tattoed the one word, “lucky.” 

Of course our brothers in the Philippines have seen 
greater things. And must it not be the same in suffer- 
ing France, in the prison-camps of the Reich, in fes- 
tering and plague-ridden Poland, wherever there are 
priests to consecrate the bread, to offer the chalice. 
So in wartime men’s sins are washed away, and they 
come easily and trustfully like children to God’s knees. 
It is a humbling experience, to be thanked wherever 
one goes on these roads as if he were an angel of God. 
Years ago I remember writing that “whatever came 
out of the last war, a new love for the Eucharist and 
a wide habit of Holy Communion were at its close 
found to be deeply imbedded in every corner of the 
Christian World.” The decrees of Pius X are still 
bearing abundant fruit. And whatever else may come 
out of this war, I believe there will be among us a 
heightened sense that to be a Catholic is to really belong 
to the Body of Christ. 





The Byzantine Cross 


CLEMENT C. ENGLERT, C.SS.R. 





Reprinted from Tue Homitetic AND Pastorat REVIEW 


Herbert are often puzzled at the sight of the 
Byzantine Cross. They see it gleaming in triple 
glory on the towers of large cathedral-like churches; 
they see it in wooden plainness crowning the humble 
crest of the roof of a simple chapel. And they are 
curious about its form: the large horizontal cross- 
beam slightly above the center of the perpendicular; 
the smaller horizontal cross-beam above the main one; 
and an oblique cross-beam near the base. What does 
itt mean? Who are the people that use it? Do any 
Catholics make use of it? 
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The Byzantine Cross is used by people practising 
the Byzantine Rite: Greeks, Russians, Ukrainians, 
Rumanians, Syrians (Melchites), etc. It is used both 
by the Catholics and by the Orthodox. But it is used 
more by the Orthodox than by the Catholics, not for 
any intrinsic reason, but merely because the Orthodox 
have been less subject to Western (Latin) influences 
than the Eastern Catholics. Some Eastern Catholics, 
with the very best of intentions, but with not enough 
knowledge of and pride in their own cultural heritage, 
have slavishly copied much that is Western in their 
own churches, thus distorting their own proper art 
and destroying their own splendid and beautiful tradi- 
tions. 

Hence, in many Byzantine Catholic churches today 
one will see only the Latin form of cross, just as one 
will see only the rococo-reredos altars instead of the 
plain liturgical table of the pure Byzantine Rite; there 
will be statues instead of ikons, there will be decora- 
tions and innovations like the organ, instead of the 
magnificent, liturgically required eikonostasis,’ etc. 
Such needless Latinzing only tends to put off more and 
more the day of reunion between the Catholic and 
Orthodox Churches. “Actions speak louder than 
words,” and so in vain do we promise the Orthodox that 
their own rites and discipline will be preserved intact 
in all that accords with Catholic faith and morals; in 
vain do we promise it, when every second Catholic 
church of Eastern Rite looks exactly like a Latin 
church inside and out! Pope Leo XIII himself ordered 
and directed the restoration of the pure Byzantine 
Rite to the great Greek Catholic monastery of Grotta- 
ferrata (near Rome), when decadently that institution 
had become hybrid liturgically. 


t Byzantine church music is to be sung a cappella; without organ. This greatly 
enhances the majesty of its polyphony. 

2The eikonostasis is the image-screen, pierced by three doors, that separates 
the sanctuary from the body of the church. 
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But the triple-barred cross does appear also on 
Catholic churches of the Byzantine Rite. A notable 
example is the great Church of St. Nicholas in Chi- 
cago, the church at which the Oriental Eucharistic 
Congress was held last June. The three main cupolas 
of this church are crowned with the Byzantine Cross; 
and the majority, even of the highly Latinized Eastern 
Catholic churches, retain the Byzantine form of cross 
on the hand-cross used by the priest on more solemn 
occasions (e.g., at the end of High Mass to bless the 
people). This hand-cross is otherwise seldom seen 
because, when not in use, it is kept lying flat on the 
altar to the right of the Gospel Book (which always 
lies in the center of the altar before the tabernacle). 

What is the meaning of the triple cross-beam? There 
are three main explanations given. The first theory 
holds that the small horizontal top bar is the title- 
board: “Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews.” The 
oblique bottom beam represents a crooked foot-rest— 
crooked because of an old Oriental tradition that Our 
Lord was a cripple. Since there is no foundation for 
such a tradition, it might better be called an erratic 
superstition. 

The second theory holds that the main cross is that 
of our Lord. The smaller horizontal beam on top makes 
with the perpendicular another and smaller cross— 
that of Saint Peter. The bottom or oblique bar, taken 
together with the perpendicular, makes an X-shaped 
cross—that of Saint Andrew. Why the Byzantine 
devotion to Saint Andrew? Because of an old tradition 
of theirs that Saint Andrew evangelized the country 
about Constantinople (Byzantium). 

Centuries later, when tension became great between 
Rome and Constantinople, the rabid Byzantines de- 
fended their assumption of the patriarchal dignity and 
more than patriarchal jurisdiction, by saying that 
their see as well as Rome’s was of apostolic origin, 
having been founded by Saint Andrew. 
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This historically untenable theory rests simply upon 
a literary deception perpetrated by the priest Proco- 
pius, who wrote a work which he attributed to Doro- 
theus of Tyre,* and in which a list of the first twenty- 
two Bishops of Constantinople appears, covering a 
space of four centuries; the first bishop of the twenty- 
two is Saint Andrew. All this is quite ridiculous; 
no reputable Byzantine historian, like Eusebius, 
Socrates, Gelasius, or Cyzicenus, mentions it. The 
Canons of the Ecumenical Councils which speak of 
giving the patriarchal dignity to Constantinople 
(Canon 3 of Constantinople held in 381, and Canon 
28 of Chalcedon in 451) are silent about it. Even 
Photius in his tumultuous glorification of the “New 
Rome” over the “Old Rome” does not adduce this 
argument. 

Dr. George Hofmann, S.J., of the Pontifical Oriental 
Institute in Rome and probably the greatest living 
authority on Byzantine history, says that the first 
Bishop of Byzantine was Metrophanes, some time 
between 306 and 314. Byzantium became the imperial 
city of Constantinople only in 325, and was solemnly 
blessed and dedicated as such in 330. Hence, the 
Apostle Saint Andrew did not found the Bishopric of 
Constantinople, and there is no solidly scientific evi- 
dence that Saint Andrew preached there; though the 
tradition need not be discarded as entirely worthless 
merely on that score. 

But the greatest probability attaches to the third 
theory explaining the meaning of the form of the 
Byzantine Cross. This third theory holds that the top 
bar is the title-board, and the oblique bar at the bottom 
is merely a warning pointer. It slants upward to the 
left, and downward to the right of the beholder. But 
the upward slant is toward the right hand of Christ 
on the cross, and reminds us that the Good Thief on 


3 Migne, Patrologia Graeca, XCII, col. 1068. 
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Christ’s right hand found Paradise through repen- 
tance, while the bad thief on Christ’s left hand went 
down to Hell through impenitence. This explanation 
receives confirmation from the fact that in one of the 
prayers of the Byzantine Office reference is made to 
the triple cross as having this symbolism. 

We are willing to admit that the triple cross may 
have received its form originally in order to honor 
Saint Andrew and his brother Saint Peter, but soon 
it took on the symbolic meaning just mentioned, and 
today that is the chief meaning. Nor is this an 
isolated instance of how symbolic meanings are legiti- 
mately and beautifully applied to liturgical ceremonies 
and appurtances. In our own Roman Rite, for example, 
the Lavabo at the Offertory doubtless owes its origin 
to the fact that the priest (in the early Church) had 
soiled his hands at least slightly in receiving the gifts 
in kind which were brought to the church by the 
people and given to the priest at the Offertory (origin 
of the modern Offertory collection). Later on people 
no longer presented gifts in kind, but the priest con- 
tinued to wash his hands. Now it symbolizes the great 
purity of heart with which both priest and people are 
to assist at the Holy Sacrifice. It is a beautiful 
ceremony.* 

The symbolic meaning of the Byzantine Cross may 
seem far-fetched to our more prosaic Western minds. 
But it appears as something perfectly natural and 
expected to the more poetically exuberant mind of an 
Oriental. The Byzantine Rite is full of mystical symbol- 
ism. For example, in making the sign of the cross, 


_ Originally, too, the server held the vestment at the Elevation of the Mass 
in order to relieve the weight on the priest’s arms. This ceremony had a prac- 
tical purpose throughout the centuries when the ample medieval chasubles were 
worn. But since the introduction of the abbreviated Roman chasuble, this ges- 
ture of holding the end of the chasuble no longer serves a merely practical 
purpose. And yet the Holy See has reprobated the custom of omitting it, and 
it is still prescribed for the deacon at Solemn Mass. Now it would seem to 
indicate rather a child-like gesture of faith, as if the server, representing the 
people, were anxious to be carried heavenward with the priest himself as he 
holds aloft in his hands God Himself—heaven in the Eucharist. 
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the Byzantine Christians join the thumb, index and 
middle finger in honor of the Three Persons in the 
Trinity—one God; meanwhile they hold the fourth 
and little fingers together against the palm of the 
hand to represent their faith in the two natures in 
Christ united in the one Divine Person. 

The Byzantine priest, when he raises his hand in 
blessing, disposes his fingers in a complicated manner, 
in accord with a deeply mystical symbolism. He crosses 
the thumb over the fourth finger to form the letter X. 
The index finger he points out straight to represent 
the letter I. The middle and little fingers he curves, 
forming the letter C with each. These letters taken 
together are the standard Greek abbreviation for Jesus 
Christ, namely, the first and last letters of IHCOYC 
XPICTOC, that is, IC-XC.° This symbolism brings out 
the truth that the priest acts as the representative of 
Christ, and bestows blessing in His name. - 

The Byzantine Cross, therefore, is something full of 
beauty and meaning; Eastern Catholics should be 
proud to see it on their churches, and they should be 
proud to wear it as a sign of their Christian faith. 


5 The C is the old Greek form of sigma. It ig preserved in modern languages 
like the Russian and Serbian that use the Cyrillic alphabet, which was built 
largely upon the Greek form of letters by Saint Cyril, the brother of Saint 
Methodius, who together were the first Greek missionaries to work for the con- 
version of the Slavic peoples. 

The letters IC-XC are familiar to many people today because they are found 
on the popular picture of Our Lady of Perpetual Help—a Greek ikon—which 
follows the standard custom of Byzantine art in marking the names of the 
characters depicted. In the picture of Perpetual Help they appear around the 
Child’s head. These letters are also widely used today as a monogram in 
liturgical decorations. 


* * - 


Those who are wise in their own eyes are seldom humble enough to 
allow themselves to be governed by others. It is better to have a little 
knowledge with humility, and a moderate understanding, than a 


treasure of knowledge with self-conceit. THe FoLLowinc oF CRRIST. 
By Gerard Groote. 





The Russian Resistance 
to Atheism 


G. M. GODDEN 
Reprinted from THe Montu (London) 


HE resistance of the Russian nation to the Com- 

munist attack on religion can only be fully realized 
if the extent of that attack is recalled. In Russia the 
Christian faith has been openly derided for twenty- 
three years. Churches have been desecrated and secu- 
larized. Education has been made virulently anti- 
Christian. Priests of the Catholic and of the Orthodox 
Churches have been driven to lead the life of wander- 
ing mendicants. Nonconformist sectarians have sent 
to their brethren in Europe the appealing cry, “‘we 
are all like hunted game.” Films, plays, wireless, lec- 
tures, discussions and debates, sacrilegious pageants, 
pseudo-scientific handbooks, have been used lavishly to 
discredit and defame Christian doctrines and practice. 
Hundreds of thousands of ribald pamphlets, songs and 
leaflets have been published, together with posters of 
incredible obscenity and buffoonery. Priests and lay- 
men have been privileged to win the palm of the mar- 
tyrs. Thousands were imprisoned, or deported to the 
living death of the penal settlement of the Solovki 
island in the Arctic. And in Russia, as always, the 
blood of the martyrs has been the seed of the Church. 
In two years, from 1918 to 1920, twenty-six Arch- 
bishops and Bishops of the Orthodox Church and 
6,775 priests were massacred. 

Here is an instance of how a Russian lad died for 
the Faith in 1921. A young engineer was badly 
wounded, while trying to check the profanation of a 
Midnight Mass. He died a few hours afterwards. As 
he was dying he scrawled this message on a slip of 
paper: “It is a most honorable privilege to be allowed 
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to die for our dear Faith. We Russians seem to have 
this great honor now. May God be thanked.” The 
children have also had their share in this privilege. In 
a suburban village, a few miles from Leningrad, four 
children, three boys and a girl, heard one day that on 
the following night the village church would be raided. 
The children watched all night, crouched on the altar 
steps. As morning broke the raiders arrived, and 
ordered the children away. The boys said that they 
were going to stay there and defend Christ. Shots 
were fired and two of the children, wounded, fell on 
the altar; the third boy, also wounded, was carried 
home. Before he died he told his mother that he had 
seen Christ standing, smiling and radiant, and bless- 
ing with outstretched hands the children who had laid 
down their lives in His defence. The boy died, his 
face shining with happiness. Salvete flores martyrum. 
Had those boys lived they would have been fighting 
today for Russia and we might well have been -proud 
to fight beside them. 


Here is one more example, from the early stages of 
this Communist war upon God, of the instantaneous 
reaction of the people of Russia to the voice of the 
Christian liturgy. Monsignor Howlett, preaching 
last year in Westminster Cathedral, described how a 
mass meeting was organized in Moscow at which cer- 
tain professors of atheism were selected to prove to 
the people that there is no God and no hereafter. A 
number of priests were compelled to sit and listen to 
these blasphemous orators. They were then challenged 
to disprove the atheist arguments. The first priest to 
speak uttered four words only: 


Christ is truly risen! Christos vo istinne voskrese! 


“The effect on the crowd,” said Monsignor How- 
lett, “was spontaneous. The faith of a Christian 
peopie, terrorized and silenced by merciless persecu- 
tion and executions, was awakened, and burst forth 
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into rapturous applause, which re-echoed throughout 
the streets of Moscow, while the people repeated the 
unanswerable proof of the Divinity of Christ and the 
existence of an Almighty Power—“Christ is truly 
risen !” 

It was not till 1925 that the “anti-God” campaign 
was fully organized by the creation of the notorious 
Union of Militant Godless, under the leadership of the 
alien Yaroslavsky-Gubelmann. It is from the official 
records of this Union, and from kindred atheist publi- 
cations, that the following evidence is taken of the 
indomitable resistance of the Russian nation to a per- 
secution comparable only to that endured by the Chris- 
tians of ancient Rome. 

These are some of the complaints issued by the 
official Atheist and Communist press from 1931 to the 
present summer, that is after six to sixteen years of 
activity on the “Anti-God Front.” The Antireligioznik 
of March 1931 complained that priests were “forcing 
their way into schools and kindergartens. . . children 
have often held celebrations round a Christmas tree; 
in some schools prayer-books, little crosses, and re- 
ligious pamphlets were sold. . . . The solemn services 
of Easter are exploited by the priests.” In another 
issue of the Antireligioznik mention is made of “an 
entire staff of ninety-six nuns and pious women at 
work, firmly implanting religious prejudices”; and it 
is stated that “work in the villages is still very unsat- 
isfactory—up to the present very poor results have 
been obtained.” 

In 1936 Yaroslavsky-Gubelmann was constrained to 
acknowledge that, after eleven years of strenuous ef- 
fort, “the work that has not yet been done is the crea- 
tion of the atheist mentality among the tens of millions 
of workers in town and field, the struggle against the 
influence of ecclesiastical and sectarian organizations” 
(Komsomolskaya Pravda, March 10, 1936). Two years 
later the Antireligioznik returns to deploring the keep- 
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ing of Christmas by the Russian children, and is sup- 
ported by the well-known and infamous Bezbojnik. 
Both these journals state that on Christmas Day, 1938, 
children all over Russia observed the age-long custom 
of singing carols in front of every house, being every- 
where welcomed with smiles and sweets. 

No less a person than Mme. Krupskaya herself, the 
widow of Lenin, described in February, 1937, in an 
article in the journal of the Ministry of Public Instruc- 
tion, how the Russian clergy have adapted themselves 
to the new conditions, and continue their apostolate. 
The work of these “wandering priests,” now being 
known in Russia as “Christ’s Infantry,” is carried on 
with heroic courage. They are found in all the districts 
where religion is stated to have been completely sup- 
pressed. Again we can turn to the Bezbojnik for a 
description of these soldiers of the faith: 

The wandering priest carries the Church in his suit-case. He is 
dressed in ordinary workman’s clothes, but carries about. his Mass 
vestments, chalice, and ikon. He visits secret meetings of worship, dis- 
tributes Communion, performs wedding ceremonies, blesses baptismal 
water which the parents keep for christening their babies in the priest’s 
absence, and after the meeting visits the sick. He then wanders off 
to the next village (Bezbojnik, April 21, 1939). 

The priests are absolutely destitute, and live in the most precarious 
conditions; their vestments are of the most primitive design, their 
chalices are of wood or tin; nothing marks them off from the popula- 
tion, they work like the humblest laborers; they are members of the 
syndicates and often do social work of great utility; many of them are 
directors of sporting associations, reading circles, and choral societies, 


which attract many youths belonging to Communist bodies (Antj- 
religioznik, No. 5 1939). 


The suppression of monasteries and convents has 
given rise to an institution of secret communities. 
“Workers, laborers, students and undergraduates of 
technical schools, who to all appearances are indistin- 
guishable from their comrades, are found in their pri- 
vate lives to observe monastic rules.” One of these 
secret monasteries, founded by a bishop and two monks, 
had been unearthed in Moscow (Antireligioznik, No. 5, 
1939). 
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More details of the Infantry of Christ were made 
available in a pamphlet entitled the Unmasking of Cler- 
icalism, issued by Ojiz Jaiz, that is the “Anti-Religious 
State Publications,” in 1938. The author, F. M. Putin- 
sey, speaks of the Russian clergy as fearless. Every- 
where they organize choirs for religious ceremonies; 
and they and their musicians are often invited to play 
and sing at Soviet village celebrations. Through their 
music and singing clubs the priests have succeeded in 
obtaining positions in the schools, where they teach 
the students. One priest became a cobbler and imparted 
lessons from the Gospel to his parishioners and others, 
while mending their boots; another organized clubs to 
study the Soviet Constitution. 

Religious women collaborate with the clergy in form- 
ing women’s groups. The clergy even succeed in get- 
ting their candidates elected to Soviet positions “until 
the atheists discover them and make them pay dearly 
for their boldness. They continue just the same.” 
Members of semi-secret or secret sects call themselves 
simply “servants of God.” It may be deduced, from 
this pamphlet, that in 1938 there were very many 
militant Christians in Russia who were fearless in 
giving their names and surnames to the Ogpo; many 
have been condemned to forced labor, or killed; others 
spring up to keep the remaining churches open. (Cf. 
The World Problem, edited by Father J. Ledit, S.J., 
March, 1939). 

Here are some instances of the results of the work of 
these infantry of Christ, as regretfully admitted by the 
official atheist press, and quoted by Father J. H. Ryder, 
S.J., at the Cambridge Russian Summer School of 1939. 
Father Ryder prefaces his evidence with the comment 
that these “snaps of actual life taken from reports in 
the Bolshevist press . . . certainly bear the stamp of 
hundreds of similar events’’.' 


1 Religion in the U.S.S.R. Today, Cambridge Summer School Lectures, 1939. 
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The Bezbojnik of June 1, 1939, mentions that the 
collective farm “North Pole” celebrates every religious 
festival, none excepted ; that in the collective Politodye- 
lets most of the babies are baptized, being taken as 
far as twenty kilometres for the baptism, for which 
purpose the collective farm managers usually lend 
their best horses; and that the collectivized village 
Borduk celebrated its Patron Saint, Saint Nicholas, 
the fields being abandoned and only twenty-seven 
workers out of 263 going to work. 

The Bezbojnik for May 25 spoke of certain master- 
builders who contributed large sums to the rebuilding 
of churches of Ivanovo. The Bezbojnik of June 21, 
1939, quotes a report that “all the sixteen collective 
farms of our village soviet kept the Feast of the Holy 
Trinity. Out of 108 collective farm workers of one 
collective in the Crimea only seven worked over the 
Feast of Whitsuntide.” 

The truth of these snapshots is confirmed by a 
speech of the leader of the Union of Militant Godless, 
made in April, 1939, in which it was pointed out that 
“it would be a mistake to estimate the influence of 
religion only by the number of registered religious 
societies. Religious survivals make themselves felt as 
well where there is neither church nor mosque nor 
synagogue. In such regions there is often to be found 
an itinerant priest or settlement of former inmates of 
monasteries.’”? 

The conviction that religion is alive among the youth 
of Russia appears in the book, Youth and Religion, 
published in the U.S.S.R. in 1935, and also quoted by 
Father Ryder. “Not only,” declares the author, “the 
old folk are under the influence of religion, but a 
certain section of the youth too. It is utterly untrue 
to suppose that the entire Soviet youth is atheist; that 
religion has, as it were, died out amongst them.” As 


"2 Religion im the U.S.S.R. Todey, Cambridge Summer School Lectures, 1939. 
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an illustration of his statement—and another snap- 
shot—the writer mentions that, in the church of Kras- 
nodar, on nearly every feast-day, “about twenty-five 
or thirty girls sing in the church choir.’ 

Four years later, in October 1939, we find the offi- 
cial Communist organ Pravda complaining bitterly 
that Russian children leaving school “frequently enter- 
tain religious sentiments.” Last year the incident was 
reported that, at Krasnoyarsk (Siberia) a boy aged 
fourteen, Simon Tsubakovskij, shot his father Athana- 
sius, for profaning a picture of Christ. (Tablet, Feb- 
ruary 10, 1940:) A few months later, in June, 1940, 
the Union of Militant Godless was stated to be “real- 
izing with something like dismay that the Church’s 
influence is deeper than ever on the masses, particu- 
larly on the youth” (Tablet, June 15, 1940). 

The most striking evidence of all is that contained 
in the new decree issued by the Soviet Commissariat 
of Education in Moscow, and reported last March. 
The public schools, the decree says, “have not suc- 
ceeded, so far, in making the younger generation ‘com- 
pletely atheistic’” (Tablet, March 29, 1941). 

In April of this year Komsomolskaya Pravda was 
quoted as saying that, in the Ukraine, “the majority 
of youth are frequenting churches”; and the Bezbojnik 
had discovered that many who did not observe ritual 
were, nevertheless “faithful believers in God. There 
are a great many of them among college and Univer- 
sity students. Purely materialistic explanations of 
metaphysical questions such as the creation of the 
world, the beginning of life on earth, the origin of 
man, they find inadequate and unsatisfactory, and turn 
to conclusions adopted by religious minds” (Tablet, 
quoting Bezbojnik, etc., April 5, 1941). 

The diary of a Leningrad school boy has been found 
to contain such pious aspirations as “Saint Anastasia 


® Ibid. 
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help me over my geography exam.!” and “Saint Anas- 
tasia perform a miracle and transfer me to the fifth 
form.” This Leningrad school boy would have felt quite 
at home had he spent Christmas in the region of Tam- 
boff. The Peasants’ Bolshevist Manual complains, in 
its issue for last March, that seven-tenths of the chil- 
dren of this region were not present at school on 
Christmas Day, and celebrated the Feast in their 
homes. The Manual is grieved to have to add further 
that “it is not only Christmas which the peasants ob- 
serve as religious feasts, but many others besides” 
(The Peasants’ Bolshevist Manual, March, 1941). 

It is clear that Russia has not lost all her children 
or all her young people. Still less has she lost her 
peasants. J. Trachtenberg, writing in 1936, may be 
allowed the last word in the matter of the peasants: 
“The peasants of the Russian countryside have not 
abandoned their religion. They have not become God- 
less, as is often claimed. On the contrary, the-peasant 
still remains victorious.’”* 

The Russian people, still holding out in their battle 
for the Christian faith in 1936 are no less stubborn in 
that glorious conflict today. Early in 1940 the Anti- 
religioznik was quoted as declaring that the Orthodox 
Church and the Evangelical and Baptist denominations 
“still persist in existing.” The reference to the Bap- 
tists is of special interest as early in 1924 practically 
all the most prominent Baptist ministers were arrested 
and conveyed to an unknown destination. The Anti- 
religioznik, No. 5, deplored the fact that baptism was 
no longer administered in secret; that marriages were 
openly blessed by priests; and that funerals had a de- 
cidedly réligious character—‘“a handful of earth is 
blessed and sprinkled at the bottom of the open grave 
. . . from Moscow certain priests send blessed earth 
all over Russia.” 


4In his work Der Russische Bauer, 1936. 
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It was stated last April, by Komsomolskaya Pravda, 
that, in the Ukraine, the majority of youth and the 
Red soldiers were frequenting the churches. Kom- 
somolskaya Pravda is quoted in the same month as 
declaring that “there is a particularly noticeable trend 
towards religion among former Red army men... 
they are pious, quiet and reserved.” It will be recalled 
that, on the day of the Nazi invasion of Russia, 12,000 
worshippers were said to have thronged the cathedral 
in Moscow to pray for victory, the service being led 
by the Patriarch Sergei, and twenty-six priests; that 
great crowds stood in the courtyard outside the cathe- 
dral; and that similar services were held at the same 
time in twenty-five churches—twenty years ago the 
churches of Moscow numbered 1,600—still in the capi- 
tal. In helping in the defence of Russian soil we are 
helping a people that has maintained its claim, through 


twenty years of fierce persecution, to call its country 
Holy Russia. 


Totalitarian Ethics and 
Intellectual Freedom 


HARRY D. GIDEONSE 


Reprinted from Better Scuoots, January. 


Now that the Rapp-Coudert investigation seems 
to be on its way to liquidation, there would seem 
to be some point in putting on record for the guidance 
of those in our profession who are sincerely interested 
in academic freedom, and in the rights of students 
and teachers, an episode involving the Board of Higher 
Education and the municipal colleges. The record in 
this incident throws characteristic light on the tech- 
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niques used by some self-constituted defenders of 
truth and freedom. If this record does stress details, 
it is precisely the details that will enlighten those who 
think of the Bill of Rights in abstract terms. 

What follows is actually a case study. 

Dean Dearborn, as National Chairman of the Ameri- 
can Committee for Democracy and Intellectual Free- 
dom, recently circulated a document dated September 
24, 1941 and entitled An Appeal for Unity Behind 
Democracy. It was addressed in part to the Board 
of Higher Education of New York City and was sent 
to the members of that body with a statement that it 
had been adopted “by unanimous vote” of the members 
of his committee, whose names were all given on the 
first page of the document. 

I did not make an immediate reply, but took pains 
to secure the original press statements distributed by 
the Committee as well as copies of the underlying 
analyses by Professors E. M. Patterson and Harlow 
Shapley. Upon inquiry from these two gentlemen, I 
found that their analyses which were widely publicized 
in this effort to smear the Rapp-Coudert Committee 
and the Board of Higher Education, were marked 
“CONFIDENTIAL—NOT FOR GENERAL DISTRI- 
BUTION.” In my judgment, the contents of the Com- 
mittee’s release constitutes a reckless, false, and silly 
attack upon what in all essentials (regardless of 
minor errors common to such undertakings) was a 
common, ordinary, decent attempt on the part of the 
Board of Higher Education to hold a very small 
minority of the staffs of the city colleges to the most 
ordinary standards of conduct normally observed by 
college teachers everywhere. 

I was not, however, primarily concerned with the 
content of the Committee’s document. The public hear- 
ings in the Ackley case run to 481 pages, the trial 
committee report to twenty-six pages. If Dean Dear- 
born, Professor Boas, and Mr. M. I. Finkelstein were 
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not shocked at the evidence presented in these volu- 
minous documents, I felt sure I would not be able to 
convince them in a few words of comment. My con- 
cern was—and is—with the method that was used to 
discredit the Board of Higher Education and the City 
colleges under the protective coloration of the sixty- 
three names that were released on the first page of 
the Committee document. I was shocked to think that 
all the men and women listed in the Committee’s letter 
to the Board of Higher Education, including such 
men as Professor Robert A. Millikan of the California 
Institute of Technology and Dean Carl F. Wittke of 
Oberlin College, had approved such a document, and 
I decided to check the truthfulness of Dean Dearborn’s 
statement concerning the unanimity of approval by 
writing a letter to each and every member involved. 
In this letter (copies of which can still be had in my 
office) I analyzed the Committee document. I con- 
cluded with the following two paragraphs: 

In my considered judgment this whole incident is a perfect case of ‘a 
front of “innocents” misled by an inner group that has a special ax to 
grind. It may even be a case of the unauthorized use of names. I intend 
to clear this up either way—the Committee will have to clarify its 
authority to use your names in this matter, or you will have to accept 
the full responsibility for the manipulation and distortion of evidence 
that is clearly involved. 

I hope that those among you whom I and my colleagues in the 
city colleges of New York have long looked upon as scholars and educa- 
tors of unusual distinction and genuine integrity, will make a reply 
that will make possible the continuance of our respect and admiration. 

The ensuing correspondence with individual mem- 
bers of the Committee was most enlightening. I found 
that Professor Harlow Shapley, who as an analyst had 
not even seen the vital exhibits in the trial, and who 
practically admitted the perjury of the individual 
involved, was of the opinion that all the members of 
the Committee known to him were “anti-Bolshevist”’. 
As an outsider I could only inform him that the founder 
of the Committee, Professor F. Boas, had been a sup- 
porter of American Peace Mobilization until the time 
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of the German invasion of Soviet Russia, when he 
suddenly became a leader of those who are convinced 
that the war changed its character at that point. With- 
out mention of others—and it would be easy—I also 
pointed out that the Committee’s secretary, Mr. M. I. 
Finkelstein (until recently a part-time instructor on 
an hourly basis in the Evening Session of City College) 
has been definitely identified as a member of the 
Communist Party in public testimony. Like all the 
others, he denies such affiliation but the witness in 
question has stood up very well in cross examination. 

Some of the members apparently felt that my 
description of the Committee in its entirety was com- 
posed of Communists or fellow travelers. The term 
“front of innocents” implies emphatically, of course, 
that most of the members are “innocent.” 

The Committee would be of no use whatsoever from 
the standpoint of the manipulating minority if the 
reputations of most of its members were not impeccable 
in that regard. The Committee has always avoided 
criticism of Soviet totalitarianism in its profuse de- 
nunciations of Fascist abuse. Such omissions are, of 
course, not accidental and they serve the purpose of the 
insiders, even if most of the signatories are completely 
unaware of such aims. Perhaps I should say: especially 
because most of the signatories are unaware of such 
aims. Thus, the New Times—the Communist Party 
fraction newspaper that was published by New York 
Times employes—used the omission of Soviet Russia 
in the Manifesto on Freedom in Science—which was 
the keystone upon which the American Committee 
for Democracy and Intellectual Freedom was built— 
to prove that its signatories did not regard Soviet 
Russia as comparable to Nazi Germany, where science 
is “frozen under a dictator” (January, 1939). The 
Committee can only serve such purposes if it obviously 
includes many members who are in no way involved 
in party associations of less definite types. 
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The cry of academic freedom has of course been 
heard in connection with every stage of the Rapp- 
Coudert investigation. Committees of fellow travelers 
have idealized the “victims of the repression of intel- 
lectual freedom” as “winter soldiers”, as idealists 
who sacrificed their careers to the truth even if it 
should be unpopular, and comparisons are made with 
famous incidents in the repression of minority opinion 
in the past. If we take a glance back at such incidents 
as the episode involving the sociologist Ross at Stan- 
ford, the economist Nearing and Patten at Pennsyl- 
vania, and Robert M. Lovett in the disgraceful Wal- 
green episode at Chicago, we find in each and every 
case a man of courage who—whatever we may think 
of the nature of his thought—had the honesty of con- 
viction to assert his views publicly and to take personal 
responsibility for his utterances. None of these char- 
acteristics have, of course, emerged in any of the 
Rapp-Coudert cases. 

Recently I attended a student performance of James 
Thurber’s well-known play, The Male Animal. Some 
parts of the audience apparently read a parallel to the 
Rapp-Coudert investigation into the play, although 
even the most superficial acquaintance with the facts 
would, of course, make it evident that the cases were 
almost exactly opposite. In the play the young pro- 
fessor gets into difficulty with his college authorities 
because he intends to read to his class from Vanzetti’s 
letter, written while in prison awaiting the death 
penalty. The young scholar, stunned by the challenge 
to his integrity as a teacher, not only does not lie about 
the matter but carries his convictions in an above- 
board, direct and even provocative manner to members 
of the board of trustees of his college. 

In the play: courage, honesty of conviction, almost 
reckless willingness to take the responsibility for an 
unconventional viewpoint. In the Rapp-Coudert cases: 
denial of unorthodox conduct and thought, cowardice, 
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perjury and complete refusal to take the responsibility 
for one’s actions. 

Personally, I have almost been hoping that some 
man or woman of courage would emerge in the Rapp- 
Coudert hearings who would arise and assert his 
right as a citizen and as a scholar to a Communist 
viewpoint. It may be argued that such conduct would 
endanger his position but—in view of the fact that no 
such cases have arisen so far—that would have to be 
ironed out in the actual trial hearings and in the 
inevitable subsequent legal test. Personally, I can 
say that such a case would get my prayerful considera- 
tion and—although I cannot state it unqualifiedly until 
the facts and circumstances are clearly established—it 
would probably be a case in which the accused member 
of the staff would get the support of my office. Such 
cases have not in fact arisen. 

Every single case tried thus far involves clear 
defiance of the authority of the Board, perjury, anony- 
mous and scurrilous libel of colleagues, or other con- 
duct clearly unbecoming a member of the staff. Not 
a single case is based upon open and frank admission 
of unorthodox political and social views. Every single 
case is typical of a party that has enriched our political 
vocabulary with words like “party line,” “fellow 
traveler,” “transmission belt,” “innocents front,” 
“party name” and other terms indicative of devious 
procedures. 

The reason for the absence of frank and open ad- 
mission of unorthodox ideas is undoubtedly the char- 
acter of the present Communist Party which would 
not permit independent thought or action on the part 
of its members. They must, by definition, follow the 
party line, that is to say, they must resign themselves 
to being intellectual and moral “yes-men,” and they 
therefore are almost inevitably involved in conduct 
unbecoming a member of a college faculty, because 
their party has no use for members who respect truth 
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for its own sake and who would pursue it even when 
it conflicted with the day-to-day fluctuations in the 
instructions from headquarters. In other words: the 
totalitarian character of the Communist Party organ- 
ization (or of Fascist organization, if such cases should 
arise) makes it highly improbable that a case will 
arise where a member of the staff will be accused 
merely of membership in the Party. Inevitably— 
because of the character of these anti-democratic 
groups—such membership will involve the individual 
concerned in other activities which by themselves are 
clearly conduct unbecoming a member of the staff. 

My correspondence finally elicited the crucial in- 
formation from a member of the Committee that the 
vote of the Committee for Democracy and Intellectual 
Freedom was not unanimous but that thirty-eight 
members voted “yes” and twenty-six members did not 
vote at all. The use of the term “wnanimous vote’ is 
now apparently explained as an “error” that occurred 
in one communication whereas “in all public state- 
ments” the words “without dissenting votes” were 
used. Of course, efforts to poll those members of the 
Committee who did not originally vote on the appeal 
for unity, subsequent to the challenge of the use of the 
phrase “by unanimous vote” are completely and utterly 
irrelevant. The fact still remains that these members 
of the Committee had not expressed an opinion at the 
time their names were used. 

If I should notify a public board that John Doe had 
falsified justice, it is hardly an adequate remedy to 
report later on—and privately—that I made an error 
about the word “falsified.” In this case, wide publicity 
was secured for an attack upon the Board of Higher 
Education and the New York City colleges entitled 
An Appeal for Unity. The basis for the publicity was 
the letter by the Chairman of the Committee, Dean 
Dearborn, to the members of the Board of Higher 
Education. This letter—the important document in 
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the whole affair—gave the names of all members, and 
of some former members, and stated that the mem- 
bers of the Committee had adopted the enclosed Appeal 
for Unity “by unanimous vote.” 

Those of us in the New York picture who are deeply 
aware of our responsibility in a situation in which 
certain elements are prepared to call anyone a “red” 
who does not conform to their conception of orthodoxy, 
while others apparently try to cover any type of 
abuse—up to and including anonymous libel and per- 
jury with an appeal to academic freedom and intel- 
lectual liberty, were deeply impressed by the unani- 
mous action of the Committee. Here was a document 
that carried respected and distinguished names, and 
it said that this statement had been unanimously 
approved. If it had said: “Thirty-eight of the sixty- 
three individual names appearing on this statement 
have approved its contents,” we would have glanced 
at the list, recognizing some of the old familiars in the 
line up, and then we would have gone on with the 
day’s work. Dean Dearborn’s document explicitly 
stated that it had been approved by every one—and 
we therefore took it seriously. 

Now the sad truth stands revealed in all its shabby 
detail. My correspondence reveals that Professor 
Robert A. Millikan and Dean Carl F. Wittke—not 
to speak of others—were not even members of the 
Committee at the time the statement was released. 
Twenty-six of the names used to draw attention to 
the document were names of individuals who had not 
approved the statement. So far the officers of the 
Committee have not apologized for their tactics. So 
far they have not written to the members of the Board 
of Higher Education informing them of Dean Dear- 
born’s “error” and revealing the names of those who 
are in fact prepared to take responsibility for their 
attack on the Board and on the city colleges. 

At the very least, Dean Dearborn and his associates 
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should issue a public apology for their “error”—and 
seek to give it as wide publicity as they gave to the 
original falsehood which was the basis of the attention 
this statement attracted in the first place. 

Dean Dearborn ignores all this in his communica- 
tion to our faculty. The Committee argues as if the 
issue were the merits of the Ackley case. In-so-far 
as I did touch upon the merits of the Ackley case, it 
was merely as an approach to my real charge, to wit: 
that the methods used by Dean Dearborn and the 
American Committee for Democracy and Intellectual 
Freedom were spurious and fundamentally dishonest. 


ls Prayer Poetry? 
Reprinted from the C.P.S.A. BULLETIN 


— identification of prayer with poetry is a confu- 
sion which very frequently exists in the minds of 
versifiers and, unhappily often enough, in the minds 
of editors of religious journals. There is a certain 
inevitableness, if not discernment, in this, since the 
same loftiness of purpose characterizes both poetry 
and prayer. Yet, whereas prayer and poetry may exist 
simultaneously, all prayer is not poetry, nor is all 
poetry prayer. Certain very definite and logical dis- 
tinctions must be made. 

It should be obvious to all but the narrow cultists 
that poetry must at all times be public—that is, it must 
reach out for a universal audience. On the other hand, 
prayer, by its very nature, is most frequently private. 
Actually it is an address of creature to Creator and 
theologians will content themselves perhaps with de- 
scribing prayer as a lifting up of heart. One solitary 
individual, whether in church or in a desert, and God 
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are the necessary actors in the drama of prayer and 
none other is needed. 


Since the poet does not fulfil his function if he 
merely talks to himself, poetry requires a human audi- 
ence. For his is the function of communication. Prayer 
does not require such an audience, indeed the idea of 


an audience as a group of dispassionate observers is 
foreign to it. 


In the fact that prayer can be collective it has poten- 
tialities of being translated into poetry. In such in- 
stance, several—perhaps many—join in praying and 
thereby a group acts as one in desire, in supplication, 
in heart and in mind. The poet, as a poet, then cannot 
pray alone; he must involve his readers in the process. 
He cannot lift up his heart alone; he must induce 
others to lift up their hearts with him. 


The poet has means by which he can effect such an 
end for he has the advantages of eloquence and fire 
which are not available to workers in prose. That com- 
munication of emotion, which is one of the essentials 
of poetry, works in his favor. And if he neglects this 
factor, he may provide the slight edification of the 
spectacle of one individual praying but he will have 
failed to perform the function of a poet. 


Patience is part of fortitude, of which we have much need today. We 
should possess our souls in patience, and not be saddened to the point 
of ennervation or despair by the Walpurgis Night outpouring of hatred 
and blood-lust. Nor may we adjourn “for the duration” our vocation 
as Christians. We need not give way to hatred of the enemy in order 
successfully to prosecute the war. The present world’s heavyweight 
champion is an easygoing sort of person who has probably never hated 
anyone in his life; yet, he is enormously successful at demolishing an 
opponent. Cool heads will do more to win a war than transports of 
heathen rage. Homitetic anp Pastorat Review. 














Some Things New and Old 


JURISDICTION AND RANK 


If the Apostolic Delegate at Washington is not a 
Cardinal, why is he frequently referred to as the high- 
est ranking Catholic prelate in the United States? 

The fact that the Apostolic Delegate is not a Car- 
dinal has nothing whatever to do with the matter. 
There is accuracy and inaccuracy in saying that the 
Apostolic Delegate is the highest ranking prelate. 

It is inaccurate in this sense. The Pope is Universal 
Bishop of the Catholic Church throughout the world; 
which means that in whatever part of the world the 
Pope may be he has jurisdiction. But after the Pope, 
the prelate who has the highest ecclesiastical jurisdic- 
tion over any one person is that person’s local Bishop- 
in-Ordinary, that is, the local Bishop. 


Now a Cardinal has rank and honor wherever he 
may be, because he is a Prince of the Church. He 
would take precedence, but his presence would not in 
any way lessen or impair the jurisdiction of the 
diocesan Bishop. For the diocesan Bishop derives his 
jurisdiction from the Universal Bishop, and not from 
any Cardinal. 


On the other hand, the Apostolic Delegate is the 
highest ranking prelate in this way. He takes prece- 
dence of all other prelates because he is the direct 
representative of the Pope, the Universal Bishop. The 
Delegate’s duty is to watch over the state of the Church 
in this country, and to keep the Holy See informed as 
to the state of the Church. But he is not responsible 
to the Pope for the state of the Church. That responsi- 
bility rests with the diocesan Bishop, who makes his 
ad limina visit every five years to Rome, to report on 
the condition of his diocese. The Apostolic Delegate 
has power to hear appeals from diocesan and metro- 
politan courts. But, on the other hand, if the appellant 
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chooses to appeal direct to Rome, then the final decision 
may not be rendered by the Apostolic Delegate. 


LEPERS AND THE CHURCH 


Why are lepers found only in China and Japan? And 
is the Catholic Church at all interested in their fate? 

These are both foolish questions. Leprosy is not a 
disease found only in tropical countries. It is found in 
tropical countries, that is true. But it is found also 
in the far North, in Siberia, for instance, and in the 
Scandinavian countries. Lepers are even found in the 
United States, where the Government takes care of 
them at the Federal Hospital for Lepers at Carville, 
Louisiana. 

As to the second question, your reading has been 
sadly deficient if you have never heard of the heroic 
Belgian priest Father Damien of Molokai. 

Nobody knows just exactly how many lepers there 
are in the world. One source says two millions, an- 
other estimates that there are more than three and 
one half million lepers. 

Now regarding what the Church did for the lepers, 
you have only to read the history of the medieval 
Church to know how the Church served these unfor- 
tunates. As for today, in something like 108 organized 
hospitals and asylums Catholic missionaries are taking 
care of some 13,000 lepers, and another 17,000 are re- 
ceiving treatment at dispensaries and clinics. If you 
are interested in Catholic care of lepers, get in touch 
with your local branch of the Society for the Propaga- 
tion of the Faith. 

Speaking of lepers in these war times, attention 
should be drawn to the missionary work of American 
Jesuits among the lepers in the Philippines. The larg- 
est leper colony in the world is at Culion, where 7,500 
lepers are ministered to by Father Anthony Gampp, 
S.J. Father Vincent Kennally, S.J., is attached to the 
leper colony at Novaliches. Father Joseph Reith, S.J. 
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is at the Lanao Leprosarium at Dansalan. The leper 
colony at Zamboanga is ministered to by Father Jose 
Rosauro, S. J., and Father Joseph Lucas, S.J. is at 
Mindanao. There are ten thousand lepers in five colo- 
nies under Jesuit care in the Philippines, and no one 
knows for certain what their fate is in the face of 
enemy invasion. 


MISSIONARY COUNTRIES 


What is meant by a Missionary Country? I was 
reading somewhere that at some time back the United 
States ceased to be a Missionary Country. 

Missionary Country is a very clearly defined ecclesi- 
astical term that is concerned properly with jurisdic- 
tion. There are in the Universal Church three sources 
of jurisdiction. In all countries where there is an 
established territorial hierarchy (with a few excep- 
tions) the common law of the Western Church pre- 
vails, and everything in those countries is subject to 
the Sacred Consistorial Congregation, of which the 
Pope is Prefect. 

But there are other countries where the Church is 
active, but where there are no territorial hierarchies. 
These countries, which are ruled by Vicars Apostolic 
(who are usually Bishops) and Prefects Apostolic, are 
subject to the Sacred Congregation of Propaganda. 
Now to Propaganda belongs the task of erecting Vicar- 
iates and Prefectures in mission lands, which hence 
are called Missionary Countries. 

Then there was a third source of jurisdiction created 
by Pope Benedict XV in 1917, when that Pontiff formed 
the Sacred Congregation of the Eastern Churches. Both 
Russia and the Near East, which formerly were sub- 
ject to Propaganda, are now under the jurisdiction of 
the Congregation for the Eastern Churches. These 
Eastern Churches, by the way, are not subject to the 
common law of the Western Church. They have their 
own rites, canon law, and many other things. 
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SPIRITISM AND THE CHURCH 


Why does the Catholic Church condemn Spiritualism, 
and why are Catholics forbidden to associate them- 
selves with Spiritualism ? 

Really, you have fallen into the common error of 
confusing two quite different things. Properly speak- 
ing Spiritualism means that there is a spiritual order 
of beings who are just as real as are material beings. 
It means also that the soul of man is a spiritual entity. 

What you are thinking about is Spiritism, and that 
is quite another matter and something soundly con- 
demned by the Church. In 1917 a Decree was pub- 
lished in the following terms: It is not lawful to assist 
at Spiritistic Seances or manifestations whether with 
or without a medium, even though such meetings seem 
to be honest and religious. 

The Church does not condemn Spiritism as though 
Catholicism did not believe in the existence of the 
spiritual world, or in God Who is a Spiritual Being, or 
in good and evil spirits, or in the immortality of the 
soul of man. 

The Church believes all those things. But it con- 
demns Spiritism because it is an improper probing 
into matters that are contrary to the designs of God. 
“Neither let there be found among you any one... 
that seeketh the truth from the dead.” (Deuteronomy, 
18, vv. 10-11). 

But this is not to say that the Church denies the fact 
of messages and revelations from the spiritual world. 








The whole history of Catholicism shows that many | 
revelations have been made to those who have passed | 
from out this world. But these spiritual manifesta- | 
tions are spontaneous; they convey a message from | 


God, they are beyond human control and are not the | 


result of indecent curiosity, of inquisitive persons sit- 
ting at a table and affecting to call up the spirits of the 
dead. 








